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WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Information Disclosure Statement 
The information disclosure statement filed 7/14/04 fails to comply with 37 CFR 
1.98(a)(2), which requires a legible copy of each cited foreign patent document; each non-patent 
literature publication or that portion which caused it to be listed; and all other information or that 
portion which caused it to be listed. It has been placed in the application file, but the information 
referred to therein has not been considered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §101 
35 U.S. C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

Claims 1-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed 
to non-statutory subject matter. 

With respect to claims 1 and 5-7, the method does not produce a useful, concrete, and 
tangible result. It is unclear how the result is being stored, displayed, or used in any tangible 
manner. To view the new guidelines for 35 U.S.C. 101 please view the following OG notice. 

http://www.uspto.gov/web/ofFices/com/soVog/2005/week47/patgupa.htm 

Abstract 

Applicant is reminded of the proper language and format for an abstract of the disclosure. 

The abstract should be in narrative form and generally limited to a single paragraph on a 
separate sheet within the range of 50 to 150 words. It is important that the abstract not exceed 
150 words in length since the space provided for the abstract on the computer tape used by the 
printer is limited. The form and legal phraseology often used in patent claims, such as "means" 
and "said," should be avoided. The abstract should describe the disclosure sufficiently to assist 
readers in deciding whether there is a need for consulting the full patent text for details. 
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The language should be clear and concise and should not repeat information given in the 
title. It should avoid using phrases which can be implied, such as, 'The disclosure concerns," 
"The disclosure defined by this invention," "The disclosure describes," etc. 

The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because it is not limited to a single paragraph 

within a range of 50 to 150 words. 

Correction is required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 

Claim 8 is objected to under 37 CFR 1.75 as being a substantial duplicate of claim 3. 
When two claims in an application are duplicates or else are so close in content that they both 
cover the same thing, despite a slight difference in wording, it is proper after allowing one claim 
to object to the other as being a substantial duplicate of the allowed claim. See MPEP 
§ 706.03(k). 

Claim 9 is objected to under 37 CFR 1.75 as being a substantial duplicate of claim 4. 
When two claims in an application are duplicates or else are so close in content that they both 
cover the same thing, despite a slight difference in wording, it is proper after allowing one claim 
to object to the other as being a substantial duplicate of the allowed claim. See MPEP 
§ 706.03(k). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

Claims 1-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by "Ordinary 
Cokriging Revisited", Goovaerts (referred hereafter Goovaerts). 
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Referring to claim 1, Goovaerts discloses a method of filtering at least two series of 
seismic data representative of the same zone, the method being characterized by determining an 
estimate of the component that is common to the data series, and deducing a resolution of these 
data series from the estimate (pages 22-23, Simple Cokriging section). 

As to claim 2, Goovaerts discloses a method according to claim 1, characterized by 
determining a cross variogram of these data series and solving the co-kriging equation, which 
results in automatically deducing an estimate of the component that is common to the data 
series (pages 23-25, Correlogram Notation section; pages 35-39, pages 35-39, Performance 
Comparison section). 

Referring to claim 3, Goovaerts discloses a method according to claim 2, characterized 
by determining the orthogonal residues for the various data series by subtracting the estimated 
common component from each of the data series (pages 23-25, Correlogram Notation section; 
page 25, ordinary Cokriging section). 

As to claim 4, Goovaerts discloses a method according to claim 3, characterized by 
implementing kriging analysis to resolve said orthogonal residues (pages 22-23, Simple 
Cokriging section; pages 23-25, Correlogram Notation section; page 25, Ordinary Cokriging 
section). 

Referring to claim 5, Goovaerts discloses a method of processing seismic data, 
comprising: comparing two series of seismic data corresponding, for the same zone, to grids of 
at least one common attribute obtained for two distinct values of at least one given parameter, 
said comparing including filtering at least two series of seismic data representative of the same 
zone by determining an estimate of the component that is common to the data series, and 
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deducing a resolution of these data series from the estimate (pages 22-23, Simple Cokriging 
section; pages 23-25, Correlogram Notation section; page 25, Ordinary Cokriging section). 

As to claim 6, Goovaerts discloses a method of filtering at least one series of seismic data 
representative of at least one zone, the method being characterized by identifying a model of a 
component of three-dimensional variability of its variogram, subtracting said model from the 
experimental variogram, and solving the kriging equation corresponding to the different 
variograms in order to deduce an estimate of the corresponding variability component on the 
data series (pages 21-22, Introduction section; pages 22-23, Simple Cokriging section; pages 
23-25, Correlogram Notation section; page 25, Ordinary Cokriging section; pages 35-39, 
Performance Comparison section; figure 1). 

Referring to claim 7, Goovaerts discloses a method of processing seismic data, 
comprising: comparing two series of seismic data corresponding, for the same zone, to grids of 
at least one common attribute obtained at two different instants, said comparing including 
filtering at least two series of seismic data representative of the same zone by determining an 
estimate of the component that is common to the data series, and deducing a resolution of these 
data series from the estimate (pages 22-23, Simple Cokriging section; pages 23-25, 
Correlogram Notation section; page 25, Ordinary Cokriging section; pages 35-39, Performance 
Comparison section; figure 1). 

As to claim 8, Goovaerts discloses a method according to claim 1, characterized by 
determining the orthogonal residues for the various data series by subtracting the estimated 
common component from each of the data series (pages 23-25, Correlogram Notation section; 
page 25, ordinary Cokriging section). 
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Referring to claim 9, Goovaerts discloses a method according to claim 8, characterized 
by implementing kriging analysis to resolve said orthogonal residues (pages 22-23, Simple 
Cokriging section; pages 23-25, Correlogram Notation section; page 25, Ordinary Cokriging 
section). 

As to claim 10, Goovaerts discloses a method according to claim 5, characterized by 
determining a cross variogram of these data series and solving the co-kriging equation, which 
results in automatically deducing an estimate of the component that is common to the data 
series (pages 23-25, Correlogram Notation section; pages 35-39, pages 35-39, Performance 
Comparison section). 

Referring to claim 1 1, Goovaerts discloses a method according to claim 5, characterized 
by determining the orthogonal residues for the various data series by subtracting the estimated 
common component from each of the data series (pages 23-25, Correlogram Notation section; 
page 25, ordinary Cokriging section). 

As to claim 12, Goovaerts discloses a method according to claim 1 1, characterized by 
implementing kriging analysis to resolve said orthogonal residues (pages 22-23, Simple 
Cokriging section; pages 23-25, Correlogram Notation section; page 25, Ordinary Cokriging 
section). 

Referring to claim 13, Goovaerts discloses a method according to claim 7, characterized 
by determining a cross variogram of these data series and solving the co-kriging equation, 
which results in automatically deducing an estimate of the component that is common to the 
data series (pages 23-25, Correlogram Notation section; pages 35-39, pages 35-39, Performance 
Comparison section). 
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As to claim 14, Goovaerts discloses a method according to claim 7, characterized by 
determining the orthogonal residues for the various data series by subtracting the estimated 
common component from each of the data series (pages 23-25, Correlogram Notation section; 
page 25, ordinary Cokriging* section). 

Referring to claim 15, Goovaerts discloses a method according to claim 14, characterized 
by implementing kriging analysis to resolve said orthogonal residues (pages 22-23, Simple 
Cokriging section; pages 23-25, Correlogram Notation section; page 25, Ordinary Cokriging 
section). 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

"Scale Matching with Factorial Kriging for Improved Porosity Estimation from Seismic 
Data", Yao et al, Mathematical Geology, Vol. 31, No. 1, 1999, Pages 23-46 

"Application of Seismic Attribute Filtering with Factorial Kriging to estimate Porous 
Volume: A Case Study on a Brazilian East Coast Offshore Turbidite Reservoir", Mundim et al., 
SPE 69481,2001 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Toan M. Le whose telephone number is (571) 272-2276. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 9:00 A.M. to 5:30 P.M.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Barlow can be reached on (571) 272-2269. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR, 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



July 18, 2006 



Toan Le 



/ John Bartow 
Supervisory Patent Examiner 
Technology Center 2800 




